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REMARKS, Kc. 


My dear FRIEND, 


1 requeſt 1 ſend you a few Re- 
marks on the letter addreſſed to the 
Baptiſt Weſtern Aſſociation, on the ſubjett 
of what the writer of the letter'calls unſerip- 


tural doxologies. You yy nn 


of them you pleaſe. 
This performance I underſtand has 55 


publicly avowed by the Rev. Mr. David of 

\ Frome ; which 1 mention by no means as a 

reproach to' him, but that if he thinks it an 

honor, (to allude to his own language to his 

orthodox brethren, in his introductory ad- 
vertiſement,) he may have it.“ 

But how comes he to call himſelf 3 


our brethren ? Is he an orthodox Calviniftic 


A2 | * 


(45 


Baptiſt ? Is he a. member of the Weſter 
Aﬀociation ? No Sir, he ſpurns at the idea. 
He ſpeaks of. us all in terms of the moſt 
marked contempt. Though he calls himſelf _ 
in his title page one of our Brethren, the _ 
general epithet he gives us is, theſe men.“ 
Thus P- 6, If the object of worſhip of theſe 
men is a Trinity in Unity, And p. 8. 
„What is to be inferred from theſe men's. 
ſentiments and conduct.“ And again p. g. 
« Let us for a ſhort time ſtay to inquire into 
the tendency of the Chriſtian Religion, as it 
exemplified by the/e men.” Now it muſt 
be acknowledged this is not the moſt bro- 
therly language in the world, but we muſt be 
thankful, when it is conſidered what very 
bad men we are afterwards made out to be, 
that he did not ſay the/e brutes, We are 
men it feems, and thereſore he is one of our 
brethren, though not a Calviniſtic Baptiſt 
nor a member of the Weſtern Aſſociation. 
The title of this letter is fomewhat pomp- 
ous, It runs thus. A LETTER ADDRES- 


SED TO THE MINISTERS OF THE ORTHO- 
 DOX, 


pox, ok CALVINISTIC BAPTISTS ; 'PAR« 
TICULARLY THOSE: or THE WESTERN 
A$8$OCIATION, SHEWING "THE INCON=« 
S$ISTENCY OF THEIR © CONDUCT AND 
WORSHIP, AND PROPOSING A REMEDY, 
By ONE OF THEIR BRETHREN, PRICE 
THREE PENCE, The ſmallneſs of the price 
you are to conſider as adapted to the general 
poverty of the pockets of his brethren, not to 
the nature and importance of the work; for 
though the price is only three pence, we 
have a bit of Latin from Horace for our mo- 
ney, and a variety of learned notes and illuſ- 
trations thrown at the end of the perſormance 
in the manner of RoBERTSON, GIBBON, 
and other great writers. And we are much 
obliged to him, as he knows we are not all 
great adepts in ſchool learning, for giving us 
a Latin ſentence ſo much hacknied that thoſe 
of us who have ever learnt the Latin Gram- 
mar could not help underſtanding it. One 
of his brethren, a friend of mine, was ſo un- 
gracious as to ſmile at this ſpecimen of the 
Letter Writer's profound learning, and to 
| remark 


(6) 5 


remark that the following Latin ſentence 
from the fame author, Horace, was much 
more applicable in his opinion to the Letter 
Writer and his letter. 

Quid dignum be hie procaifor Mint 


| Parturient montes, naſcetur ridiculus mus. 
Hor. Ars Poet. I. 18g, 184. 


Which I remember to have ſeen Engliſhed 
thus : | 
Such vain exclaimers are the mark of ſcorn, 

A mountain labours and a mouſe is born. | 
Or the following lines of Pope in his Eſſay 
on Criticiſm would ferve as a tranſlation : 

Such labour'd nothings in ſo ſtrange a ſtyle, 
 Amaze th' unlearn'd, and make the learned ſmile, 
| Line 326. 
It muſt however be acknowledged ſome- 
what unfortunate for the Letter Writer, that 
he ſhould be fo inconſiſtent, in a letter de- 
figned to expoſe the inconſiſtency of his bre- 
thren, as to tell them they know they are 
wrong, fee p. 16. and then almoſt in the ſame 
breath to addreſs and compliment them in the 


language of the poet, with a Si guid nouiſli 


rectius. 


e be re 


61 | 
5e8ins. One would think be did not know 
the meaning of his own quotation, for how 
could he really ſuppoſe they knew any thing 
| better than what he had 1mparted to them, 

when they knew already, according t him, 

34. chat he was unqueſtionably right and they in 

hed the wrong, though they had not the courage 
to ownit?e * 

dene before bed un was hinges 

te and rude alfo as to cavil at the Engliſh of 

Tay the Letter Writer, as well as at his Latin. 

Pray, ſays he, can you underſtand the fol- 

Jowing ſentence? It is the ſecond in the 


my idea of him, is one who believes the 


God to mankind, that is ſo plain as to be 
* underftood, for all the purpoſes of piety and 
religion, by the poor and illiterate; and fo 
important — as to feel it his duty to make 
it the rule of his faith and praflice.” So 
plain as to be, underſtood, and fo important 
as to feel! The antecedent to the verb is 
revelation, and how coul dthat feel? Though 


its 
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letter. A rational Chriftian, according to 


© Bible to contain a revelation of the will of 
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' Glriſtian feel it to be his duty to adhere to it 


the Letter Writer had not aſſumed ſo imperi- 


| letters and thoſe. of the two ſollowing years, 
and , propheſies wonderful, things from the 
| ſpirit, and tendency of the latter above the 


one would ſuppoſe that our ſyſtem of doc- 
bine. or diſcipline, or mode of worſhip, was 


(8) 
its. 7 DEITY might make the) ca 


as the rule of his ſaith and practice. 
He ſays he ſhould not however have no- 
ticed this little grammatical impropriety, if 


ouſly. the office of a cenſor, and ſeated him- 
ſelf with ſo much complacency in the chair 
of ſell· importance. Pray, ſays he, what is it 
to us what Mr. David's opinion is of our cir- 
letters? Tbey are not addreſſed to him, 
nor to the public, but only to the churches 
belonging to the Weſtern Aſſociation. But 
to fix a mark of reproach upon the writers of 
the letters for the years 1785 and 1786, he 
remarks a ſirihang ' difference between theſe 


nd ann an aa ͤ ̃ aww vv a mas 


former, of the growing wiſdom, candour, and 
Chriſtian charity of ourminifters and churches, 
See his Notes and Illuſtrations, p. 22. Any 
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totally changed in the letters of the two paſt 
years; and yet the fact is, that which ever 
of theſe letters may be thought beſt written. 
they all contain as far as 1 ere >a 
ſyſlem of truth ingevery fett. ons 

Well, but paſſing by theſe little circum 
ſtantial things, what is the grand object of 


this Letter Writer in the performance we are 


animadverting on? It is rather difficult to 
anſwer this queſtion. The profeſſed deſign 
of it is to ſne us our inconſiſtency in uſing 
unſcriptural doxologies; and the remedy pro- 
poſed, and which is announced with ſo much 
ſolemnity in the title page, it muſt be ac- 
knowledged is a very effeftual one indeed. 
It is no other than not to uſe: them. + © 
But though this is the profeſſed deſign of 
the writer, he ſeems in many parts of his 


letter to be principally employed in nibling at 


the doftrine of the Trinity, and the doctrine 
of the Atonement, though: he does not care 


to ſpeak out always; whether from that dread 


of being thought a heretic he charges ſo much 
upon his brethren, I pretend not to ſay, - 
r „ For 


> 4 
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For inſtance, he takes for a motto theſe 
words, God is one. As though his brethren 
did not believe the unity of God, but that 
there were Gods many; at the ſame time he 
knows the Catechiſm 'in general received by 
us declares expreſſy that there is hut one 
only, the living and the true God. And 
though we profeſs to believe that there 
are hre that bear record in heaven,” the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoft, yet 
he well knows we equally profeſs to er, 
that theſe three are og. 

Fe further repreſents us a fiſiingicbe minds 
of our flocks, p. 8. with conſuſion when 
they pray to God, by direfting them to 
aſcribe equal glory to three and not to one; 
and as being the inſtruments of * detaching 
the reverence all men owe the Father of 
« Mercies, by dividing, darkening, or dif. 
placing it;“ and then aſks' with an angry 
tone, how we can appear before that God 
« who is jealous of his glory, with a-conſci- 
* ence void of ' offence, and how we can 
CONE our account with joy; threat- 

ening 


u 
ening us hard indeed. Pray does this look 


eſe like objecting merely to the words with which 
ren Ve may at times conclude our prayers, or to 
that WH the doctrine, thoſe words are ſuppoſed to 
>» be WW convey? Be this as it may, for my own part 
d by I feel perſectly eaſy upon the ſubject. Might 
one he not with equal propriety fly in the face of 
And the Saviour and aſk him what he means by 
bere filling the minds of his followers with confu- 
the 8 fion, by telling them that he and bis Father are 
yet I one, that he that hath ſeen him hath ſeen the 


Father, and hereby leading them to think that 
he, being only a man, is equal with God ? And 
what could have a greater tendency, accard- 
ing to the Letter Writer's reaſoning, to di- 
vide, darken, and diſplace the reverence due 
to the Father only, than his commanding his 
apoſtles to baptize all who might embrace bis 
religion, in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt? That the 
doarine of the Trinity, as it is commonly 
called, is a doctrine of the New Teſtament, 
however it may be cavilled at, this alone is, 
in my opinion, a deciſive proof. Who 
would doubt whether the Church of England 


- Be | was 


( 12 ) 


* a Trinitarian church, who were in formed 


that a part of their daily worſhip ran thus: 
Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, 
and to the Holy Ghoſt: as it was in the be- 
ginning, is now, and ever ſhall be, world 
without end, Amen,” Would the eſtabliſhed 
church have ever adopted ſuch a mode of 
worſhip, if it had not been Trinitarian ? And 
would Jeſus Chriſt have ever eſtabliſhed a 
mode of worſhip ſo manifeſtly according with 
this doctrine, if it had not been true? 

As to the confuſion it brings into the 


mind, I know of none. Nor of any of that 


anxiety and terror which we are told al- 
ways attends the dread of miſtaking the 
object of divine worſhip. Mr. David him- 
ſelf thinks the word perſon very inapplicable 
to God, whether we ſuppoſe but one perſon 
or three to ſubſiſt in the Godhead. What con- 
ception indeed can we any of us form of God, 
unleſs it be of the attributes that conſtitute his 
Deity? And has not the Trinitarian as clear 
a conception of theſe attributes as the So- 
cinian or Arian? Cannot I conceive as clearly 
of almighty power, infinite wiſdom, immacu- 

late 


( 13 ) 

purity, unerring retitude, unbounded 
nevolence,. and every other diſcoverable 
ribute of that inconceivable Being we call 
od, as though I knew nothing at all of Jeſus 
hriſt, and did not believe that in him dwelt 
| the fulneſs of the Godhead bodily, any 
ore than that it dwelt in me ? Is there not a 
ortion, a ſomething of the divine energy 


nd influence actually diffuſed throughout all 


is works, ſo that there 1s not a plant, a tree, 
flower, but may be ſaid to be full of God ? 
an Mr, David, or any man in the world, 


xy how this is, or form any poſitive idea of 


? Or does he feel any confuſion in his mind 
n this account ? An impious Atheiſt I re- 
ember once attempted to confound the 
ind of a plain-hearted Chriſtian, by aſking 
im, If he believed there was a God, and 
pon his replying, Yes; he aſked him further, 
hy how big is he, or how little? The man, 
ſtoniſhed at his impiety, made this admi- 
able reply. Sir, ſays he, he is ſo big that the 
eavens yea the heaven of heavens cannot 

ontain him, and he is ſo little as to dwell in 


every 


(4) 


every make heart. The Infidel went awa 
filent and aſhamed. 

We all know that no man by g's Can 
find out God, or comprehend the Almight 


unto perfection; but I am ſure if 1 were « 
become a Socinian I ſhould know no mori 
of God, nor be able with one fingle grait 
leſs of confuſion to worſhip and adore hin 
than I can now. I do not worſhip the Goc 
head of the Father at one time, and at anc 
ther time the Godhead of the Son, and the 
that of the Holy Ghoſt. I know but of o 
Godhead, one Deity, one God if you will 
and that God, according to the beſt of m 
capacity I worſhip. My believing, as I d 
moſt firmly, becauſe the ſcriptures I thin 
clearly reveal it, that there are three thi 
bear record in heaven, makes no kind « 
difference in my worſhip of God as God 
kindles no war, as this writer ſuppoſes p. 10 
in the boſom of the Godhead, becauſe I fi 
ly believe that theſe three are one. I bono 
the Son even as I honour the Father, becau 
I am aſſured he is the Son of the Father i 
trut! 


* 


* 
1 


(3s) 
th, and that it is the will of the Father 
t he ſhould be thus honoured. © Can this 
confidered as detrafting from the reve- 
ce due to the Father only, or is it not to 
glory of God the Father, thus to honour 


eternal only begotten Son, the brightneſs 


his glory, the expreſs image of his perſon, 
d whom all the angels of God are com- 
anded to worſhip ? Great is the myſtery of 
dlineſs, without controverſy, but it is a 
yſtery full of conſolation and joy to my 
ul, and which I would not part with for 

the world, that God was maniſeſt in 
e fleſh, juſtified in the ſpirit, ſeen of an- 
ls, preached unto the Gentiles, believed 
in the world, received up into glory! In 
e manner I feel inexpreſſible ſatisfaction 

the thought, that the Holy Spirit, the 
omforter, whoſe gracious influences I am 
couraged to aſk for, and which are ſo ef- 


ntial to the very being and ſupport of the 
vine life in the ſoul, is not a created being 
limited powers, but an uncreated ſpirit, 
de holy, the eternal Spirit of God, and 
| however 
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- bowever diſtinguiſhed: from the Father a 
the Son with reſpett to perſonal character a 


office, in nature, eſſence, operation and 
ſign, perſectly one, and able to do for n 
exceeding abundantly above all that Ie 
aſk or think... 

Mr. David may aſk me ſome þ LAI que 
tions upon the ſubject, which might mal 
-him appear very wiſe, but they would not 
all embarraſs me, An Infidel would perha 
find it eaſier, notwithſtanding all his illun 
nation upon the ſubject of the divine natur 
to embarraſs him. To ſilence the impe 
nence often made uſe of in repreſenting t 
Trinitarians as believing what they do nt 
underſtand, and cannot explain, I would ri 
commend it to theſe gentlemen to advert t 
the ſubject as it may be, and actually h 
been, turned upon themſelves. A proſeſſe 
Atheiſt, or philoſophical unbeliever, w 
dates his letter from Liverpool, and ſigi 
himſelf William Hammon, writes to D 
Prieſtley thus. See. Dr. P's. Letter to a Phi 

loſophical Unbeliever, vol. i, p. 256, 257- 


« [ 


* 
* It is impoſbble for an intellectual being 
to believe firmly in that of which he can 
form no conception. , I hoid 4he deity, the 
fancied deity, at leaſt, of whom, wich all 
his 'attributes, fuch pompous deſcriptions 
are ſdt forth, to the great textor of old o- 
men, and amuſement of young children, to 
be an object of which we form (as appears 
when we ſcrutiniee into our ideas] no 
conception, and therefore can give no ac - 
count.“ And again. All that Epicurus 
and Lucretius have ſo greatly and cun- 
vincingly ſaid, is ſwept away in a moment 
by theſe better reaſoners, who yet ſcruple 
not to declare, with Dr, Prieſtley, that what 
they reaſon about, is not the ſubject of 
human underſtanding, But Jet it be aſked, 
is it not abſurd to reaſon with a man about 
that, of which that ſame man aſlerts we have 
no idea at all? Yet, will Dr. Prieſtley 
argue, and ſay, it is of no importance he- 
ther the perſon with whom he argues, bas a 
conception or not & the ſubjeft. Having 
no ideas encludes no impeſſibi y ; therefore, 
Sa: C „he 
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make ſatis faction to himſelf—if the man Chri 


669 
ke! bee on widr bis caifer;of Seb l 
argue about an unſeen being, with anotb 
«whom he will allow to have no idea of th 
uſubject; and yet it ſhall be of no avail in th 
» diſpute, whether he has or no or whethe 
heli capable or incapable of having an 
„ Reaſon failing, the wer are calle 
* gpon, ernte when tr; 
Now when our letter writer e th 
cavils' of this atheiſt, it will be time enough tt 
give any further anſwer to the charge he ſe 
wlermly exhibits againſt us of filling thi 
mm our flocks with confuſion, . 
© Feannot help noticing alſo the indirect at 
tempts to degrade the doctrine of the atone 
ment, which appear in the Letter before me. Sec 
p. 11. Where we find the writer of it ſpeakingo 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as having thei 
«znexorable juſtice ſatisfied” by Chriſt,-that 
if it is God that ſatisfies juſtice, then he muſt 


pn, wn ®# 


then the obligations of ſinners to him muſt be 
fupreme, and if we deffy him on this accoun 
ans ne r ha And in the 
note 


(49) 
tes and-Jllſtrations, p- 19, we are told it. 
is no where expreſsly ſaid, that God pardons 
a. for the fake of Chreft, and thereſore it 
may be as well to drop the uſe of a phraſe 
bat is very ambiguous in its ſignification—. 
and may lead the people at large to think, 
hat the Father of mercies is uM of himſelf. 
merciful,”  . | 
ow if all this is not intended to Gy i 
ne the doctrine of the atonement, I confeſs 
annot divine what the meaning oſ it can 
. And would it not be much honeſter, 
e Dr. Prieſtley, whoſe candour and open- 
ſs caunot be too much admired, to come 
th againſt it expreſsly and avowedly, and. 
t to aſſault jt in ſuch a ꝗueſtionable ſhape ? 
dis Kind of condutt ill becomes a man Who 
ſo forward to call upon his brethren to act 
e honeſt men, and nat to be afraid of the, 
arge of hereſy. It is ſome what ſingular he 
duld be ſo ſuſpicious of the motives of his 
thren, Why ſhould he thus judge his 
other, and ſet at nought his PEN 
A ene 5 


CE IEC 
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3 n 
muſt We io 1 Land at" the” Tune 
CMH? ah an, 
To probe Wo the i 0 bete Ladd God 

Pordons fin or the fake of Cirali we have 

: new trunſfalion given us of Ep. iv. 32. for 

according. to our preſent tranſlation, it is ex 

preſoly ſaid that God hath fer C fal 
forgiven us. And be ye kind one to not 
tender-hearted, forgiving one another,” eve: 

AM ay God for Chriſt's /ake hath forgiven you 

But the word age it feems ſhouM hav: 

been rendered a conferred favours upon you 

but how this helps out the matter I cannie 

perceive. There is no" favour” ſo gteat 

forgiveneſs, and without forgiveneſs it fi 

fies but lietle what other favours are conferret 

upon us. I have no- inclination to diſpute thi 

ſcholarſhip of the Letter writer, but I like th 

preſent tranflation better than his. The fan 

word that is rendered hath forgiven in t 

epiſile to the Bphefrans, is rendered in 
ſame manner in the epiſtle to the Coloſſians 
See Col. iii. 13. Forbearing one another, and 
forgiving one another, if any man have 

QUARRE 
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annEL ogainſt any, even as Chriſt forgave 
4 fo alfo do ye. What z quarrel ag 
y could poſſibly refer” to, but forgiveneſs, 
the proper ſenſe of that word, I am at a 
to imagine; as I am equally, how to fup- 
ſe God's own merciſul ſcheme of forgive- 
e e e any to think 
{ is' not of himſelf merciful. And upon 
plan, what comes of the ſeheme of ad- 
ring ſo cloſely to the words of ſcripture ? 
hat words, Sir, I am ready to fay? The 
ebrew words of ſcripture, or the Greek 
ords, of the Engliſh words? We do not all 
derſtand Greek and Hebrew, and what 
Il we do ? Shall we keep to the Engliſh 
anflation ? If we do, we ſhall go on blun- 
ring and ſaying to our hearers, Forgive one 
zother, as God for Chriſt's /ake bath forgiven 
And this you tell us is wrong. And 
her great men tell us you are wrong : what 
hall we do? Shall we judge for ourfelyes 
hat is the true /en/e of ſcripture, and keep to 
at * Why really Sir, this is what we think 
e and is the true reaſon 
of 
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ef our uſing thoſe very doxologies which: a 
ſo offenſive to you. If we did not thinkither 
perſettly conformable to the true ſenſe. an 
ſpirit of the ſacred writings, we would as foo 
utter blaſphemy as uſe them. But Wwe wet: 
baptized in the name of the Father, Son, an 
Holy Ghoſt; and we conceive into be 0 
indiſpenſible duty to * worſhip Father, So 
and Holy Ghoſt. We hear the apoſtles ſay 
ing, The grace of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, an 
the love of God, and the communion of th; 
Holy Ghoſt be with you; and we. think our 
ſelves fully authorized to ſay, at the cloſe o 
our prayers, offered up in the name of Chriſt 
to whom, with the Father, and the Hoh 
Spirit, be aſcribed dominion and praiſe fo 

ever. | | Hits | 
But this brings us to the main object of the 
Letter, which is to expoſe us for ' uſing un. 
ſcriptural doxologies. - And the argument ad- 
dreſſed to us as Baptiſts is this. You find fault 
with your pedobaptiſt brethren for _ departing 
from. ſcripture precept. and example, in the 
article of baptiſm, and yet you yourſelves do 
ſo 
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adde mode of 'worſhip you adopt, * the 
of unſcriptural doxologies. And to ſhew 
moſt ſhame ful abſurdity of our conduct in 
reſpett, a variety of quotations are pre- 
ted 0 us from My. Booth's treatiſe, enti- 
d. Pedobaptiſm examined; in which he 
oogly pleads the authority of ſcripture pre- 
pt and example in ſupport of the ſentiments 
maintain zeſpefiing the pgſtiue rate of 
dtilm, - 

But, as Mr. Booth himſelf obſerved to a 
end of mine, he might have ſaved himſelf 
trouble if he had taken the precaution to 
ſider what is ſaid in the very performance 
refers to, p. 470. vol. 2, ad edit. —or p. 
2, of the firſt edition, of the difference be- 
xt moral duties and poſitive rites. Mr. 
oth's words are theſe : 

We have been frequently blamed, for 
denying the validity of inferential proof in 
defence of Infant Baptiſm; and for demand - 
ng a divine precept, or an apoſtolic exam- 
ple, as the only thing that can ſupport it. 
ay, our oppoſers have ſometimes reflected 
61 on 


ta 
Von us as if we rejected all arguments of th 
» kind, in the affairs of religion. That 
* avow the former, is an acknowledged fal 
* that we have done the latter is a groſs miſn 
<4 preſentation, Let the ſubjeR of enquiry! 
„ MORAL DUTY, and we admit of proof | 
«4 {ation to as large an extent as any of « 
% oppoſers: concluding, that a genuine ink 
e rence from'a moral principle, and relatir 
4 to things of a moral nature, has all the ce 
* tainty of the principle itſelf. Or if an 
„ Baptiſt have denied this, we cannot b 
„ conſider him as either WEAK, or PE 
„ VERSE, or very INADVERTENT, For % 
« are of opinion with Dr. Bellamy, that * 
« inſpired writings of the Old Teſtament car 
« fjder- theſe two maxims, That we muſt {i 
« God with all our hearts, and our neghbou 
* as ourſelves, as firſt and fundamental princi 
* ples: and all the various duties which the 
urge, reſpecting God and our fellow-me 
are but fo many inferences and deduQion 
from them.” But when poſttve duties art 
under our notice; when either the manne! 
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fa. ff performing thoſe duties, or the proper 
Phat ubject of them is before us, the caſe is 
d ab GREATLY ALTERED, For our enquiry 
deing entirely converſant about the ſove- 
reign pleaſure of God, concerning an article 
of human duty which ABSOLUTELY DE» 
PENDS.on a - manifeſtation of the divine 
will; the nature of the caſe forbids-our ex- 
peRing any intelligence relating to it, ex- 
cept what. ariſes from divine. precept, or 
ſcriptural precedent, . Such is the ordinance 
of Baptiſm, and ſuch-was the a of ritual 
appointments in former times,” bs 
Now will Mr. David ſay that prayer to God 
not a moral duty, ariſing from the eternal 
xcellencies of. God and our relation to him 
ad dependence upon him ? No; he ſays it is 
moral duty. See p. 6. Baptiſm is only a 
| poſitive rite ; but prayer and praiſe are mo- 
ral obligations founded on the relationſhip 
* which ſubſiſts betwixt the creature and the 
Creator. And truly not a little does he 
apour upon this point, as ſuppoſing bis argu» 
ment is hereby rendered unanſwerable ; be- 
D cauſe 
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emiſe, as" he ſerves frofti Mr. Booil; (Tee 
notes and Nuftfatiohis' p. iy.) * poſhive rites 
are not ef equal impbttaſce iti moſe dot- 
« tines whith' mine diately reſpæct che objet 
« of ohfHf wortMip #8 rational cr extures;” But 
whit then? Dbes it therefore follow that poſi. 

tive rites and moral duties are to be lim̃hed 
ike, and that they fall exactly under the ſafe 
role? - Certainly not. Were this to be granted 
it would prove tob much, and thereby in fact 
prove nothing. It Would prove for itiſtance 
that we ought not to utter a prayer, of one 
word in prayer for which we had not ſerip- 
türe ptecept or precedent, Not only that we 
ſhould not ENB our prayers in any other 
words than thoſe of ſeripture, but that we 
ſhould not ö FHN them, or go on in them a 
ſingle ſemence in any other words. All the argu- 
ments made uſe of by the Letter writer equally 
apply to the Whole bf a prayer, as to the 
doxology with which we möy conclude onr 
prayers. But the fact is, all he aims at is to 
get rid of whit he calls our unſcriptural doxo- 
logics, Fhis however is but halving the mat- 


ter; 
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4er.; che gught, if he would he conftegt; to 
go throughout, with it. Let vs have ſcriptural 
Prayers, that is in, the very wards gf ſeripinre, 
from end to end. I am ſure I. have no glyec- 
tion tp ſcriptural prayers, but am of opigion 
the more gf. ſcripture; we have in our prayers 
the heuer. Hut does, Mr. D. confine himſelf, 
in his prayers, to the words gf ſcripture alone? 
Does he never , introduce any words, of his 
own? Aud if ſo, hy may gt his orthadas 
brethren do the ſame, without having ſuch an 
outcry raiſed gainſt them, as though they 
were ; reſiſting the authority of Chriſt and 
ſanRifying the worſt of hereſy,? Why are we 
to be admoniſhed, ſee p. 9. to . confider in 
* the, moſt ſolemn manner, as we would an- 
«© ſwer it at che bar of God, that our practise 
4 ſanctiſies the worſt of hereſy, a departyxe 
from the expreſs declaration of God's will, 
either from habit, falſe zeal, or becauſe we 
« love the praiſe of, men (charitable inſinua- 
tion to be ſure!) more, than the praiſe pf 
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God bas expreſsly commanded all men te 
pray and not to faint; In all things by prayer 
and ſupplication, we are exhorted to make 
known our requeſts and « thankſgivings unto ! Je 
God. The effeQtual fervent prayer of a righ-W fo! 
teous man, we are - aſſured. availeth much, 1 
We are encouraged to come boldly to athfone ¶ do 
| 
| 
| 


of grace, that we may obtain mercy and find 
grace to help in time of need. We are com- lo 
4 manded to make interceſſion for all men, for o 
Kings and thoſe in authority, as well as for 
other ranks and defcriptions fo-men. And 
our Bleffed Lord direfts us to pray in his 
name, and aſſures that whatever we aſk in his 
name it ſhall be done for us. 
But where has he commanded us to uſe no 
other words in prayer than thoſe we find in 0 
| the few prayers which are recorded in ſcrip- 4 
ture ? Or to confine ourſelves to the words of t 
| 1 
| 
| 
| 


thofe doxologies which we meet with there? 
Theſe doxologies themſelves are very various, 
and in ſome of them, ſo far are they from 
aſcribing glory to the Father only, as this au- 
thor would infinuate, fee p. 7. that they make 

no 


(eg) 


no expreſs mention at all of the Father. Thus 
ſor inſtance, 2 Pet. iii. 18. But grow · in grace 
and in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour 
Jeſus Chriſt, to HIM be glory both now and 
for ever, amen! Jude 24. 25. To the only 
wiſe God our Saviour be glory and majeſty, 
dominion and power, both now. and ever, 
amen] And Rev. i. 5, 6. Unto him that 
loved us, and waſhed us ſrom our ſins in his 
own blood, and hath made us Kings and 
Prieſts unto God and his Father to HIM be 
glory and dominion for ever and ever, amen 
And in ſeveral others the ſame aſcription is 
made to the Lamb, as to him that ſitteth in 
the regal character upon the throne. 

Are not theſe doxologies as conſuſed as 
ours? Which of them are we to adhere to ? 
Are we to take them all in turn? Or are we 
to ſelect ſome one of them, and reject the 
reſt? What are we to do ? Or ſhall we paſs 
them all by, and ſimply conclude our prayers, 
in the name of Chriſt, and with an amen? 
How ſhall we avoid the cruel charge, p. 9. of 
* arraigning the wiſdom of our Lord, ſuſpett- 

ing 
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ing die ive for the truth, And Sup. 


. poſing him to have left it unproteRted, 
. and to look for ſupport and perſpicuity in 
1 human ſubtlety, or ee a 
«*.paſhon??” 

Af it be ſaid you aus as you pleaſe ſo as 
you adhere te dhe words of ſcripture; ii is 
natural to- reply, is not all ſcrĩpture given · by 
inſpiration of God, and can it be right to pay 
more reſpett to one part chan another ? One 
doxology ſays Now unto God, and, or even our 
Father, be glory for ever; another, Unto him 
that loved us and waſhed us from our fins in 
bis on blood, be glory and dominion -for 
ever; a third aſcribes glory to God and the 


Lamb; and in the ſame book of ſcripture the 


Lamb is - repreſented as in the MIDST OF 
THE'THRONE, and all created nature wor- 
ſhipping » before: him. Have we any direc- 
tion to uſe one of theſe doxologies in prefe- 
rence to the other, or in fact to uſe any at 
all ꝰ One would imagine we were as ſtrictly 


enjoined hat words to uſe in every prayer 


— up to God, as What elements to 
uſe 


re 2 © 


6 
oſs im che Lord's“ fapper ? Hur ie it fes 
Surely, a Mr. Booth obferves, he muſt ts: 
very weak, or n, arne 


imagines it. 

It is curious to obſerve „ 
and ſternnefs this Writer infifts upon our uſug 
only the words of feriptute, in the conc hr 
of our prayets, as though lie were attached to 
ſcripture above any of us; at the ſame time 
it is ſo wel known; he can take as great li- 
berties with the wbt ds ef ſeriptere upon Scher 
occafions as any man. He can cotrett our 
tranſlation, tell us that fack and ſuch paſſages 
are figurative, and that the meaning of them 
is ſo and ſo. Happy is he that condemheth 
not hitnfelf in the thing that ke alowerh!- 

Let it not be thought we object to the uſe 
of thefe ſcriptural doxologies, of to corichude' 
our prayers in the name of Chriſt without any 
doxotogy, much leſs that we pretend to ſet 
up any doxologies of our own to be eftabliſhed 
in the ſtead of what are called feriptural ones? 
all this we difavow. We uſe no doxologies in 
falt but ſuch a. appear i us to be firifly. 

ſcriptural; 
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ſeriptutal z and do not ihink ourſelves authgs, 


rized to uſe any other. We were baptized in 
the name of Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
the moſt ſolemn act of worſhip we ever per- 
formed, and we conceive ourſelves. juſtified 
therefore. even from the words of ſcripture in 
giving ſupreme homage to Father, Son and 
Holy. Ghoſt in every act of worſhip we pen 
form. | 
But we do not think ourſelves bound always 
to. confine. ourſelves to the very words of 
| ſcripture in our prayers, nor do any Chriſtians 
think themſelves ſo, not even the Letter wri- 
ter-himſelf ;-whoſe great ſwelling words upon 
this ſubje&, are indeed great ſwelling words 
of vanity. If we were bound to. uſe any par- 
ticular form of words in prayer, it muſt be 
thoſe which we have in the Lord's prayer. 
One of the evangeliſts repreſents Jeſus Chriſt 
as introducing this prayer with theſe words, 
when ye pray, /ay—Our. Father &c. The 
other evangeliſts ſpeak of the directions of the 


Saviour reſpecting it, as amounting only to 


this i —gfter tis manner pray ye. Now thoſe 
. who 
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who are the moſt zealous for the uſe of the 
Lord's prayer in our public and private devo- 
tions, never contended that we ought not to 
uſe any other, or that we were bound never 
to pray but in the precife words of ſcripture. 
If we were, ſurely we muſt all have forms of 
prayer, and never talk any more of extem- 
pore, or what we call free prayer. 

If we did not firmly believe the doftrine 
we commonly expreſs in our doxologies to 
be ſtrictly ſcriptural, nothing could jaſtify our 
ever uſing them. But if we do, ſhall we be 
precluded from an open avowal of that doc. 
trine in our devotions ? Shall Arians and So- 
cinians have liberty to avow their ſentiments 
upon the ſubje& of the Divine nature, and 
ſhall not the Baptiſts of the Weſtern Aſſocia- 
tion have the ſame liberty ? If our ſentiments 
are wrong, to our own Maſter we ſtand or 
fall. But if we verily believe them to be 
founded on the ſcriptures of truth, as we moſt 
aſſuredly do, to ſuppoſe that we are not at 
liberty to avow them in the moſt expreſs un- 


equivocal manner, under the idle pretence of 


E confining 
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confining us to the preciſe words of ſcripture, 
is an abſurdity ſo palpable, that it is impoſh- 


dle to refrainfrom expreſſing ſurprize it ſhould- 


ever have met with an advocate. | 

But before I put an end to my Remarks, 
J cannot help noticing with a degree of in- 
dignation, the infamous inſinuations this 
writer throws out againſt his orthodox bre- 
thren, repreſenting them all as a parcel of 


ume-ſerying deſpicable hypocrites. 


See p. 8. © The reaſon that is often given 
* for ſuch a practice, (i. e. the uſe of unſcrip- 
« tural doxologies,) is ſo SHOCKING as not 
* to be named without the deepeſt concern. 
It is ſaid to be a mark of hereſy, and cen- 
« ſured as ſuch, to conclude prayer and give 
« praiſe in the language of .the New Teſta- 
„ ment.” Then the author angrily utters the 
following very warm and animated exclama- 
tions. And is a religious and conſcientious 
* adherence to the letter and ſpirit of the 
* goſpel the only criterion of hereſy ? O the 


« depravity of the times, and the corruption 
* of manners!” And further repreſents us 
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as ſanctifying the worſt of hereſy, a depar- 

ture from the expre/5. declaration of God's 
will — and loving the praiſe of men mage 

than the praiſe of Gd. 

But, if one might venture to ſpeak te fo 
great "a man, whoſe ire againſt us boils ſo 
furiouſly—1 ſhould be tempted to aſk who 
thoſe ſcoundrels are, who give ſuch a reaſon 
for their practice, as SHOCKS you ſo mightily 
Sir ? I might ſuſpect very probably, and 
perhaps cenſure too the hereſy, as I ſhould 
eſteem it, of a man who cautiouſly avoided in 
his prayers to honour the Son even as the Fa- 
ther, but I ſhould not think my ſuſpicion or 
cenſure aroſe from his con/crentious adherence 
to the letter and 8PIRIT of the goſpel; and I 
am ſure; if I knew it, I would as ſoon aſſo- 
ciate with a blaſphemer, as with a man who 
made uſe of doxologies which he judged to 
be inconſiſtent with the letter and ſpirit of the 
goſpel, and contrary to the expreſs declaration 
of God's will, merely to avoid the charge of 
hereſy. And yet this 1s the light in which we 
are in general-repreſented by this writer. I 

E 2 think 


Ask we may encltim, in our com, O'the 


tay, — aur practioe is wrong ? Did we ever 
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mynners ! "IO 
But the af cams eee 41 
ter repreſenting us as *-unmoved by the Majeſty 
of the Deity, and the ua account that muſt be 
given un the _ ie he thus con- 
eludes. 

6 ane ee | 
v ſhip which it is the object of this Letter to 
point out and correct, prevails among you. 
% Would to God it were leſs prevalent. You 
„Now kit is wrong, though many af your 
people may be ignorant; dare to tell your 
people that one is your Maſter, even Chriſt, 
* and that you preſer his authority, and the 
teſtimony of a good conſcience, with the 

«+ reproaches of being dtited heretics, to the 
© plaudits of ignorance, and the — 
«+ {purious miſguided xeal. 

Is this language to be tolerated from any 
man? Is. it. not the moſt violent outrage on all 
decency and decorumꝰ We K Row, you 


tell 


l 


merit cbntempt 7 
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tell you fo ? Who gave. you the inſommation ? 
Our people may many of them be ignorant, 
and conſequently, in a degree, at leaſt, inyo- . 
cent; but it ſeems we cannot, we KNOW 
better ? Is a man that holds ſuch language 'as 
this to be 1 — r 


If we Ko 0 eee ee 9 
do we do it ? Why becauſe we do not ARE 
to do otherwiſe. We are afraid of being 
thought. beretics, and loſing che plaudits of 
ignorance and the rewords of a {ſpurious 
miſguided zeal. But however theugh we 
have been ſuch - pieiſul fellows hitherto, 
and ated - in ſuch à paltry manner, yet 
in the ſuper-abundance of his oharity he 
has ſome hope of our recovery, and therefore 
beſtows an ehr tation upon us. Dare, ſays 
he, to tell your people — hat? Why that at 
laſt you are become honoſt W 
David! 

And after all-this, - is ack Ga a bit of La- 
tin, -whioh if tightly underſtood-oan only be 
conſidered . as a-ſneer, has a ſomething in it 
whichbeggars all deſcription ! 


« St 
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- & Siquid-noviſti reftius iſtis, wb A 
. ſi non his utere mecum. “ 
And yet the Monthly Reviewers have told 
the public that the author of this pamphlet 
writes with candour f They ſay little about the 
performance itſelf, but, which is truly aſto- 
niſhing, they ſay, (ſee Rev. for Feb. p. 1886.) 
Though he ſeems warmly intereſted in his 
ſubje&, be writes with candour.” A friend 
of mine wrote to the Reviewers, deſiring an 
explanation; under the ſignature of A Lover 
of Conſiſtency and an Enemy to Bigotry of all 
forts. To which he has as yet received the 
two following replies only. In March, they 
ſay, * A Lover of Conſiſtency and an Enemy 
of Bigotry of all ſorts,” is under conſideration. - 
In April, A Lover of Conſiſtency muſt wait 
another month, as we have not received any 
anſwer from the gentleman to whom his let- 
ter was communicated.” I ſhall make no fur. 
ther remarks upon the conduct of the Re- 
viewers till they have given my friend a final 
anſwer. We may then perhaps have a new 


and curious 17 8 on CAN DO ux, though 1 


confeſs 
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confeſs I am rather inclined to ſuppoſe that 
the condu& of the Reviewers in this buſineſs 
aroſe from mere inadvertence, owing to too 
haſty an attention to ſo ſmall a performance. 

It has indeed been reported that Mr. David 
has written a private letter to a friend com- 
plaining that he has been miſunderſtood in 
the obnoxious paſſage which has been ſo ge- 
nerally cried out againſt, and that he meant 
no reflection at all upon any one of his bre- 
thren by any thing contained in it. 

To this I have only to reply, I know no- 
thing of any dark recondite meaning he might 
have in what he has ſaid, but the natural and 
unqueſtionable ſenſe of the words he has uſed 
- muſt be obvious to every one that reads them. 
They are not ambiguous at all, If he thinks 
they are let him publiſh a comment upon them 
himſelf. It will be well for him if he does 
not then exhibit to the world as convincing a 
. diſplay of his duplicity, as he has already of 
 —his modeſty. | 
As a proof that we are not ſingular in our 
conſtruttion of his words, permit me to con- 
clude my Letter with the following extraft 

| from 
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from the critique given us on the performatieh 
in queſtion, in the Analytical Review for Oc: 
tober laſt, p. 219. | 
Aſter fairly deſeribing the object of the Let. 
ter they review, they make the following juſt 
and candid obſervation.  * How far a proper 
&« diſtinction between modes of diction, which 
« muſt ever vary and depend upon the views 
each individual has of religion, and rites of 
* worſhip may help them in this argumentum 
ad hominem, we leave for the conſideration 
« of thoſe for whom this Letter is intended.” 
They conclude thus. However this may 
The; the condudt of the author in accuſing his 
u brethren of doing what Ae know to be wrong, 
'# to conciliate popularity, is certainly inde- 
'& ſenſible; a charge $0 GROSS and fo 1Lt.. 
* 90 PPORTED cannot fail to excite the 1N- 
Bien ATION of the candid and impartial of 
* every denomination.“ 
3 J remain, dear Sir, N 
Vour affectionate ſriend and brother, 


A Member let aa, 


